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G. Kaladrakus; Prof. T.D. Bui. 


Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Approval of Agenda 
The Revised Agenda, as presented, was approved. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SZABO, SECONDED BY DEAN PARKER, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF JANUARY 23, 
1987, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Provisional Budget - Fiscal Year 1987/88 


Dr. Kenniff explained that the Provisional Budget Fiscal Year 1987/88, 
(document US-86-7-D12), was tabled at the December 19, 1986 Senate 
meeting and referred to the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and 
Priorities in accordance with the Procedures for Consideration of the 
Academic Implications of Budgetary Proposals, which had been approved 
by Senate last year. 


In the absence of Dr. Whyte, Chair, Senate Committee on Academic 
Planning and Priorities, Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and 
Finance, who had attended the meeting at which the budget was examined, 
reported on the deliberations of the Committee. He advised that the 
Committee's discussions centred more on the question as to the process 
which should be put in place in order to enable the Committee to have input 


with respect to budgets in general, than on the Provisional Budget - Fiscal 
Year 1987/88; that it was the feeling of the Committee that it should be 
involved before the provisional budget is put together, particularly in terms 
of identifying broad parameters and priorities which should then be 
implemented within the budget; and that after the provisional budget is put 
together, it would go to the Committee for verification that the identified 
academic priorities, in terms of broad parameters, have indeed been 
integrated into the budget. He also stated that it was the intention that next 
year the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities would in 
fact be involved in the definition of the main parameters and priorities for 
the budget before budget preparation time, although at the moment he was 
not quite sure exactly in what fashion; and that as was the case this year, the 
Committee would again be involved in making recommendations to Senate 
once the Provisional Budget was tabled at the Board of Governors. 


Specifically with respect to the Provisional Budget - Fiscal Year 1987/88, 
Dr. Cohen advised that the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and 
Priorities, without necessarily having adopted a motion, was satisfied that 
the major priorities that are perceived, or commonly shared as objectives for 
1987/88, are satisfied within the Provisional Budget.- Fiscal Year, 1987/88. 


Dr. Cohen further advised that while it was clearly stated in the minutes of 
the meeting of the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities, it 
would be helpful if Senate were to endorse the recommendation from the 
Committee that it be provided with an opportunity before the tabling of the 
budget, to have some input into the parameters for its preparation, and that 
this could then be passed on to the Board of Governors. 


In response to a question concerning the presumed level. of financing upon 
which the Provisional Budget was based, and the status of expected 
financing from Quebec' City and its effect on the Budget, Dr. Cohen 
advised that the specific concern was addressed in the Notes attached to the 
Provisional Budget, in the sense that the revenue assumptions are clearly 
indicated, and also in terms of expectations for next year, particularly in the 
light of the representations by the Minister of Higher Education to the 
Premier with respect to additional monies to be made available for the next 
two years, which was mentioned at the last Senate meeting. 


He further explained that potential increases in base funding or help in terms 
of the accumulated deficit-or carrying charges related to it, were not 
incorporated into the Provisional Budget. However, he stated that as was 
indicated in the Notes, with an additional input of about 10 million dollars 
for 1987/88, the University would not only be able to balance the annual 
budget, but also make a. first contribution toward reimbursing the 
accumulated deficit in accordance with the plan proposed to the Ministry 
over the next 15 years; ie., in his opinion it was implicit in the Notes that the 
University expects at least 10 million dollars as a first step in correcting our 
long term structural underfunding, and also that the proposals made by the 
Minister of Higher Education to the Premier for 80 million dollars over the 
next two years, would allow, Concordia to get approximately 10 million 
dollars for 1987/88. 


Dr. Kenniff reported on a meeting which he and Dr. Cohen had had with 
the Minister of Higher Education on February 6, 1987, during which an 
update of the brief presented to the National Assembly Commission 
Hearings last Fall was submitted and the various issues and topics involved 
in Concordia's particular situation were discussed. He advised that while 
the Minister was sympathetic to the University's requirements, any 
significant assistance to Concordia, to a certain extent, was conditional on 
what the Premier and the Government will do with respect to increasing the 
overall envelope of funding for Quebec universities; ie., even the level of 
the correction contained in the Notes attached to the Provincial Budget- 
could not be achieved without new monies being injected into the system. 
He also reported on a meeting held on February 12, 1987, between the 
Executive Committee of the Conference of Rectors and the Premier, which, 
he advised, resulted in a feeling of optimism stemming from the Premier's 
statements to the effect that university funding would be the number one 
Government priority in 1987, and that he agreed in principle with the 82 
million dollar package proposed by the Minister of Higher Education Dr. 
Kenniff also advised that there was a feeling of disappointment from the fact 
that nothing more specific emerged from the meeting and also from the 
Premier's comment that nothing more specific was likely to emerge until the 
budget was tabled either in late April or early May, ie., there would be no 
information until May, which would not come in the detailed estimates but 
rather in the budget, which would then have to be translated into 
supplementary estimates and consequently might not become actual money 
in the system until the Fall, 1987; and that it had been indicated to the 
Premier and to the media that that disappointment might have to be 
translated into some sort of action in terms of public pressure on the 
Government and in terms of decisions as to how the institutions were going 
to function next year, if in fact they were once again placed in a waiting 
situation for many months. In addition, he reported that the Conference of 
Rectors met on an emergency basis yesterday and would be meeting again 
next week to consider a programme which, if implemented, would at least 
serve notice on the Government that if the decision in May is a negative or 
partial one, all institutions in the Province would have to make some 
difficult decisions with respect to next year's operations. Finally, he advised 
that if the proposal from the Minister of Higher Education is implemented, 
most of the revenue assumptions in the Provisional Budget would be 
confirmed, as well as additional monies probably at the level of what was 
contained on page 4 of the Budget Notes; ie., hypothetically we would be in 
a position to begin to look at a balanced budget. However, with respect to 
the Premier's statement concerning university funding for 1987/88, he 
cautioned that until it actually materializes in dollars, we must be quite 
realistic with respect to any statements to the effect that something is a 
priority for the Government. 


Dr. Kenniff suggested that if there were no further remarks to be made, the 
minutes of the meeting of the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and 
Priorities and the minutes of this particular Senate meeting might be the best 
form of report to the Board of Governors with respect to the Budget, and 
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that the Board could then consider the adoption of the Budget at its March, 
1987, meeting. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Kenniff advised that he had nothing further to add to the remarks which 
he had already given under the previous Agenda heading. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the Academic Materials Fee which was 
implemented last year, Dr. Giguére advised that the intention was that part 
of the approximately 1.6 million dollars collected would be returned to the 
Faculties and departments to cover, in as much as is possible in a first year, 
verifiable losses in revenues due to materials previously sold to students; 
that the remainder would be directed towards the kinds of services that the 
University could not have continued to provide if this particular income had 
not been available, including increases to the Library budget, maintaining 
computing services, shuttle buses, etc; that in terms of mechanisms for 
feedback from departments vis-a-vis the Academic Materials Fee, several 
avenues were being used to get information which will lead to eventual 
allocations by the Office of the Rector back to the departments; and that this 
exercise would have to be concluded prior to the end of the current fiscal 
year, ie., monies would have to be transferred back hopefully before the 
close of the books on May 31, 1987. 


Dr. Kenniff also advised that as was mentioned at the Board of Governors, 
the University was obliged to report to the Minister on the use of the monies 
involved and that the report, containing exact information which the 
University was duty bound to provide to the Minister to justify the 
imposition of the Academic Materials Fee, would be available. 


In responding at length to a question concerning the relative degree of unity 
among the Quebec universities vis-a-vis the issue of Government funding, 
Dr. Kenniff advised that while each institution had its own particular axe to 
grind, there was unanimity among the universities that the individual 
specific arguments4be set aside and that the main issue at the moment was 
the overall package or level of funding to universities, ie., the number one 
priority was to get an increase in the overall Quebec university funding 
envelope. Also, while indicating the general thrust of present thinking with 
respect to possible pressure tactics, he advised that it would be premature at 
the moment to comment publicly on any specific measures which might 
have been proposed to put pressure on the Government to make a decision 
with respect to university funding. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. Szabo, Dean, Graduate Studies, presented and explained in depth, the 
Report to Senate from the Division of Graduate Studies, (document 
US-87-2-Dl), which was being tabled for information. He advised that this 
was the first of a number of periodic reports which he intended to present to 
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Senate on the nature of the operation and the changing picture in the area of 
Graduate Studies. 


Prof. Kusy, in presenting a status report on behalf of the Steering 
Committee on the issue of Departmental Trusteeships, advised that the 
matter was brought to the attention of Steering Committee through a 
memorandum dated October 10, 1986, from Prof. Foster; that in addition, a 
motion was submitted by Prof. Foster which was circulated for information 
with the documentation for the December 19, 1986, Senate meeting; that it 
was the feeling of the Steering Committee that since this was such a critical 
issue to the University community, it would be fruitful if further 
background information could be made available vis-a-vis practices at other 
institutions concerning the whole issue of trusteeships, and a decision was 
made to provide members with such information in order to facilitate 
discussion at Senate; that to that end, Dr. Whyte, Vice-Rector, Academic, 
has been charged both with gathering and providing Senate with the 
necessary information; and that it was the view of the Steering Committee 
that postponement of discussion on this issue until the report from the Vice 
Rector, Academic was completed, would be beneficial to all concerned. He 
further advised that to date, responses to a request for information have 
been received from Universit6 du Québec, Universit6 de Sherbrooke, 
McGill University and Bishop's University; and that the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, who was still waiting for information from other universities and 
from AUCC, was hopeful that the report would be ready either for the 
March, 1987, Senate meeting, and at the latest, for the April meeting. 


Dr. Giguere, Vice Rector, Services, reported briefly on the status of the 
Copyright Legislation which had been referred to the Academic Services 
Committee by Senate at its meeting of December 19, 1986. He advised that 
any recommendations from the Committee would be forthcoming to Senate 
within the next few months. 


Mr. Mate, Director of Libraries, presented and explained the Preliminary 
Report from the Libraries' Copyright Task Force on the Implications of the 
New Copyright Law, (document US-87-2-D2), which was being tabled at 
Senate for information. 


Dr. Giguere advised that a proposal for a new formula for book acquisitions 
which was tabled at the last meeting of the University Library Committee, 
has been recommended to the Academic Service Committee; and that the 
proposal would probably reach Senate before the end of the current 
academic year. 


Reporting on activities with respect to the Council of Universities, Dr. 
McEvenue, Associate Vice-Rector, Academic, advised that the joint Ph.D. 
programme in Religion has been approved for three years, conditional on 
UQAM's cooperation with Concordia proving to be more than a paper 
reality; that the Post-Doctoral programme in Communication Studies in 
conjunction with the Université de Montréal and UQAM has been approved, 
conditional on reducing the programme to 95 credits; that the M.A. in Public 
Policy and Public Administration which had been given a three year 
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conditional approval, has now been given final approval without condition; 
and that with respect the Ph.D. Programme in Educational Technology, 
which had been approved three years ago without condition but with a 
request for a progress report in three years, the Council has asked that there 
be a further report three years from now, with the expectation that there will 
be an increase in "productivity", ie., that the number of graduates per year 
will be increased. Dr. McEvenue also explained that procedurally any 
approval by the Council is sent to the Ministry of Education as a 
recommendation. 


Prof. Hamblin reported that at its last meeting, the engineering and 
Computer Science Faculty Council adopted two recommendations which 
will be forwarded to Senate for consideration at the March, 1987, meeting; 
the first is to the effect that subject to the allocation of sufficient financial 
and physical resources, the Co-operative format be introduced into some 
selected disciplines in the Faculty; and the second, that a review of the 
structure of Co-operative Education be undertaken so that it can operate on a 
University-wide basis. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SZABO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
LIGHTSTONE, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE SENATE 
RESEARCH COMMITTEE AND THE COMPUTER RESOURCES 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-87-2-D3), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED 


Revisions to the Composition of the Commerce and Administration Faculty 
Council 


Dean Appelbaum presented the proposed revisions to the Composition of 
the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council, (document 
US-87-2-D4). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN APPELBAUM, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KUSY, THAT THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE COMPOSITION 
OF THE COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, (DOCUMENT US-87-2-D4), BE APPROVED AND 
RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS 
APPROVAL. 


Dean Appelbaum advised that the proposed revisions were approved by the 
Commerce and Administration Faculty Council meeting this morning, with 
the following changes: 


- that the phrase "or his delegate" which appears beside the titles - 
The Vice-Rector, Academic, The Director of Libraries, and The 
University Registrar, be changed to "OR DELEGATE", 
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- and that the title - "The Associate Dean, Students Affairs" be 
changed to "THE ASSOCIATE DEAN, ACADEMIC AND 
STUDENT AFFAIRS." 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED THAT THE ABOVE 
CHANGES BE INCORPORATED INTO THE MAIN MOTION. 


It was also agreed that the following corrections be made: 


- that the phrase "...elected by an from...", line 2, page 1, document 
US-87-2-D4, be corrected to read "...elected by and from..." 


- and that the last paragraph in the Revised Composition of the 
Council of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, be 
changed to read - "10 (ten) students from the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration: 4 (four) full-time undergraduate students, 4 
(four) part-time undergraduate students, and 2 (two) graduate 
students." 


THE MAIN MOTION AS CHANGED AND CORRECTED, WAS 
CARRIED. 


Resolution concerning Part-time Faculty Representation on Senate. 


Dr. Kenniff drew members attention to document US-87-2D6 from the 
Steering Committee containing proposed resolutions concerning Part-time 
faculty representation on Senate, and the explanatory comments contained in 
document US-87-2-D7. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LIGHTSTONE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KUSY, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS THE PROPOSED RESOLUTIONS 
CONCERNING PART-TIME FACULTY REPRESENTATION ON 
SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-87-2D6). 


Prof. Lightstone described at length, the background of the proposal from 
the Steering Committee, including the initial request from the Concordia 
University Part-time Faculty Association, referral to Faculty Councils for 
reaction and advice, and consideration of various alternatives by the 
Steering Committee with the view of presenting one alternative which could 
provide the focus for debate at Senate. He stressed that the purpose of the 
motion now on the floor, was to provide a possible starting point for 
consideration of the question of part-time faculty representation; that the 
alternative being presented was the one which was felt in some respects to 
be the least contentious, and in other respects, the solution which would 
provide the least in terms of unforeseeable consequences, ie., some of the 
consequences of other alternatives considered went beyond the mere 
question of placing part-time faculty members on Senate; and that the 
alternative outlined in the proposal from the Steering Committee would 
perhaps be a place to begin the experiment of having part-time faculty 
representatives on Senate, with the notion that it was not carved in stone and 


that after some years experience with the issue, we might be better equipped 
to foresee the implications of part-time faculty representation on a body such 
as Senate. 


It was also stated, however, that not all members of the Steering Committee 
felt that the alternative being proposed was the place to begin; and that there 
were: some members in fact who felt that it may indeed be precisely the 
wrong place to begin. In addition, it was argued that the rationale contained 
in document US87-2-D7 implied that that the resolution was saying in effect 
that part-time faculty can have representation on Senate if they are 
considered to be like full-time faculty members; that the motion from the 
Steering Committee in effect, argues that full-time and part-time faculty 
members were virtually interchangeable; that, in fact, contractually and in 
practice this was not the case; and that the Steering Committee has 
responded to a request for representation which was made on the basis of 
the difference between full and part-time faculty members, with a confused 
and paradoxical presentation. 


In response to a question concerning the consequences of adopting the 
resolution on the floor, particularly in terms of increased administrative 
activity of part-time faculty at the department level, it was explained that in 
terms of the information which came before the Steering Committee, 
members became acutely aware of the degree to which the role of part-time 
faculty in departmental committees, Faculty Councils, etc., differed 
radically from Faculty to Faculty, and from department to department; and 
that in part, the resolution in a sense has as a basis the fact that part-time 
faculty participate in various ways and to various degrees throughout the 
University. Also, in response to questions raised with respect to other 
alternatives considered and the conceptual logic underlying the particular 
representative proportions proposed in the resolution vis-a-vis part-time 
faculty representation on Senate, it was stated that one of the other 
alternatives considered would have resulted in a resolution which proposed 
an additional four seats on Senate, ie., one part-time faculty member from 
each of the four Faculties, with the attendant problem that the increase in 
faculty seats would, at the same time, decrease proportionally the number of 
student and academic administration seats on Senate; that the implication 
was that this would lead to a request for an increase in the number of 
student seats in order to maintain the present proportional student 
representation on Senate; that during the protracted debates last year on the 
restructuring of Senate, the administration was pushed to reduce its 
proportion of Senate seats, because it was felt that a smaller body would 
help to expedite the business of Senate, and that proportion would 
effectively be reduced even further by the other alternative; and that to adopt 
an alternative which would result in effect in an increase of more than four 
seats, would be going against the good faith in which people had hammered 
-out a compromise in getting the Senate membership down to its present 
size. 


Other issues were raised and commented upon with respect to varying levels 
of involvement of part-time faculty, and procedures for electing faculty 


members to Senate, including eligibility requirements, within the different 
Faculties. 


During continued discussion, it was argued that without changing a larger 
context of part-time faculty participation in the University, it was difficult 
indeed to come to an easy formula for representation of part-time faculty on 
Senate; that issues which should be addressed included questions as to 
whether they should participate with the present rates of pay, their 
functioning within departments, etc, etc.; that it should be kept in mind that 
a good portion of the work of this University was done by part-time faculty 
members; that if conditions were changed, either by rate of pay or 
opportunities to participate in course planning, etc., part-time faculty would 
undoubtedly participate to a greater extent; and that in the larger context, a 
situation existed whereby a great deal of work was being done by people 
who have a firm commitment to the academic life of the University, but 
have no representation on Senate. 


It was suggested that in order to maintain the present Faculty representative 
proportions on Senate, ie., 9 members from the Faculty of Arts and 
Science, and 3 from each of the other Faculties, the proposal that faculty 
representatives may include one part-time instructor from each Faculty, 
should be rephrased to the effect that a maximum of 1/3 of the faculty 
members representing any Faculty on Senate, may be part-time instructors. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that-. comments concerning the 
work being done in the University by part-time faculty members, had also 
been brought up as an important point during the Steering Committee 
meetings. It was also argued that part-time faculty bring another perspective 
to the academic life of the University which Senate could benefit from; that 
while part-time faculty roles differed from Faculty to Faculty, the 
perspective which they bring was extremely important, particularly in the 
Faculty of Fine Arts where it is recognized that part-time faculty have a very 
special role to play; and that the fact that part-time faculty represented a 
growing number within the University's faculty personnel, must be taken 
into consideration. 


In response to a question concerning the Steering Committee's intention 
vis-a-vis bringing the proposed resolution to the floor of Senate, it was 
stated that in the final analysis Steering Committee did not have a consensus 
about the issue of part-time faculty representation; that in addition, there 
were clear sentiments expressed that the role of the part-time faculty 
members within two of the Faculties was not perceived as being analogous 
to the role of part-time faculty in the Faculties of Fine Arts and Arts and 
Science; and that members of the Steering Committee, faced with what 
seemed to be an impass in further progression in their own thoughts, felt 
that even if the discussions and disagreements which occurred in Steering 
Committee were replicated in a debate at Senate, we would nonetheless be 
progressing toward a solution of this issue. 


It was requested and agreed that representatives from the Concordia 
University Part-time Faculty Association, who were in attendance, be 


granted speaking privileges. In addressing Senate representatives criticized 
the proposal and accompanying rationale from the Steering Committee, and 
in particular the statement in document US-87-2-D7 that "part-time 
instructors are differently implicated and involved in matters directly 
pertinent to the mandate of Senate", which, it was argued, was meaningless 
in the present context in that it was equally applicable to students, full-time 
faculty, and administrators. It was also argued that if part-time faculty were 
considered to be a separate group within the University, they should be 
given separate representation on a body such as Senate; and that if they were 
not considered to be a separate group, all faculty, ie. full-time and part-time, 
should have a vote when it comes to electing representatives to Faculty and 
departmental councils and to Senate. Other issues raised included comments 
on the lack of information concerning the nature of part-time faculty 
involvement in the University since its inception; the fact that part-time 
faculty constitute more than 50% of the University teaching fraternity; and 
contributions to the academic life of the University by part-time faculty 
through engagement in serious research and in curriculum development. In 
addition, it was argued that part-time faculty were a very specific category in 
the University; that they have a very clear set of problems, interests, and a 
particular perspective to bring to bear on the whole collective discussion 
process and consequently needed to be represented as a particular group; 
that faculty in the University consisted of two very distinct and disparate 
component elements, ie. full-time and part-time, which should not be mixed 
together for purposes of representation on Senate; that ideally, in terms of 
representation and democracy, the procedure for electing part-time faculty 
should consist of a system where the maximum number of part-time people 
would be involved in the process of electing their own representatives to 
Senate, as opposed to existing procedures whereby faculty representatives 
are elected by Faculty Councils with few or no part-time faculty within their 
memberships; that the word "may" in the resolution, should be changed to 
"must", in order to ensure that part-time faculty representation on Senate did 
not remain at the level of a pious hope. 


During continuing discussion, it was stated that notwithstanding the fact that 
students shared many of the Problems faced by part-time faculty, including 
charges that they were transients, and that they may not be as committed as 
faculty members who have been teaching at the University for a number of 
years, etc., the students have proven in fact that they were responsible, that 
they were committed to the University, and that they have a very different 
perspective which needs to be heard; and that it was the feeling of students 
that part-time faculty also have a very different perspective that needs to be 
heard, and were concerned that that perspective was not being heard. It was 
argued that while the resolution on the floor addresses the issue of part-time 
faculty, representation, it did not guarantee representation, nor did it 
recognize part-time faculty as a necessary element with respect to Senate 
itself; that in addition to the earlier suggested change in the wording of the 
resolution to the effect that a maximum of 1/3 of the Faculty representatives 
on Senate may be part-time faculty, a minimum number of part-time faculty 
should also be included in the resolution; and that the resolution should go 
back to the Steering Committee for further discussion in consultation with 
part-time faculty representatives. 


In response to the suggestion that the resolution be referred back to the 
Steering Committee, Dr. Kenniff stated that in his opinion the Steering 
Committee was not hoping for anything other than that it would reconsider 
the matter in the light of remarks made at today's meeting. He also stated 
that while he has heard many people speaking in favour of part-time faculty 
representation, he has not heard anyone saying anything against the idea in 
principle; that what the Steering Committee was attempting to struggle with 
was the quite complex issue as to the intricate balance of representation 
within Senate, in a way which will not only represent well those 
constituencies in the body that makes final policy decisions about academic 
programmes and orientations, but which will also enable .that body to work 
and function properly, ie., the issue was the question of the balance and the 
form of representation on Senate; and that Steering Committee was seeking 
enlightenment on these issues which will enable it to return to Senate as 
quickly as possible with a proposal which will meet with broad consensus, 
as was the case with respect to the proposal to restructure Senate which was 
unanimously adopted last year. 


It was suggested that consideration be given possibly to implementing the 
proposal on a one or two year trial basis, which would enable Steering 
Committee to attempt to evaluate the impact of the proposed change on the 
composition of Senate. 


It was further suggested that given the differences existing in the Faculties 
of Arts and Science and Fine Arts on the one hand, and the Faculties of 
Commerce and Administration and Engineering and Computer Science on 
the other, there might be need for a differential in the way in which the 
legislation would read for the various Faculties, ie., Arts and Science and 
Fine Arts could be obliged to supply three and one part-time faculty 
representatives respectively, and the other two Faculties could each be 
allowed, but not obliged, to supply one part-time faculty representative; and 
that the attempt of Steering Committee to have a uniform single legislation in 
four lines while admirable, might be problematic and that what rather might 
be needed was a more complex legislation. With respect to the earlier 
comments concerning part-time faculty electing their own representatives, it 
was stated that Senate had recently turned down a proposal from the Faculty 
of Arts and Science which would have allowed CUPFA to handle part-time 
faculty elections to Council, on the grounds that that was not going to 
ensure representivity of part-time faculty; that the same thing could be said 
with respect to the idea of electing faculty members to Senate on the basis of 
a Faculty-wide election, ie., it was not necessarily the case that Faculty - 
wide elections would ensure a real representative presence of faculty 
members on Senate because not all faculty members are ambitious about 
serving on Senate or other governing bodies. 


Other comments, issues, etc. which arose included statements to the effect 
that while the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science did not have 
part-time faculty who were actively involved in curriculum development, the 
Faculty was nonetheless cognizant of what was going on in the outside 
world by virtue of the fact that many of the faculty members have industrial 


contacts, and that most of the departments in the Faculty have advisory 
committees whose memberships include business people; that the resolution 
on the floor did not recognize the special role and the special contributions 
to university life by part-time faculty as responsible educators and 
researchers, and their right to be considered as professionals; that it did not 
recognize the status of part-time faculty as faculty; and that under the present 
system whereby no formal mechanism existed for interaction between part- 
time faculty and Senate, a whole constituency, ie., a whole responsible 
segment of the University was being left out of the academic 
decision-making process. it was also suggested that within the professional 
Faculties, ie., Commerce and Administration and Engineering and 
Computer Science, part-time instructors might well operate in a rather 
special and narrow relationship to those Faculties; that the existence of 
advisory councils and the considerable activity of adjunct professors in 
contributing to graduate and research programmes, indicated that there was 
in fact a population of people connected to the University in less than a 
full-time way, who take a broad and serious interest in the activities of these 
Faculties; and that if the part-time population targeted in the resolution could 
be properly defined, it should not be that difficult for the Faculties of 
Commerce and Administration and Engineering and Computer Science to 
find suitable representation from the people who are involved in their 
activities on a part-time basis, are deeply committed to the activities of the 
professional Faculties, and would be prepared to make the considerable 
sacrifice of serving on Senate. 


In response to a question concerning the number of part-time faculty in the 
University, it was stated that while exact figures were not available, there 
were more than 900 part-time faculty at Concordia compared to 
approximately 670 full-time, ie., more than 50% of the teachers at the 
University were part-time; and that in terms of teaching loads, more than 
50% of all teaching in the University was done by part-time faculty. it was 
suggested that precise statistics with respect to the number of part-time and 
full-time faculty at the University be made available. 


In suggesting that consideration be given to tabling the motion on the floor, 
Dr. Kenniff invited Senators and CUPFA representatives who were at the 
meeting, to submit any additional comments that they might wish to make, 
to the Steering Committee before its next meeting and preferably within the 
first week of March, 1987. Additionally, he suggested issues to be 
addressed .included consideration of the various options, noting that those 
who had spoken in favour of part-time representation were leaning towards 
specific representation of part-time faculty as opposed to their being 
subsumed into the broad category of faculty; the question of the overall 
proportional representation of composition of Senate; and the issue of the 
workings of Senate Committees as they are presently constituted vis-a-vis 
part-time faculty representation. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. TAKACS, SECONDED BY MR. GOTT, 
THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS CARRIED. 


Next Meeting 


87-2-17 Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate Meeting would be held at 2:00 
p.m., Friday, 27 March 1987, in Room AD-131, Loyola Campus. 
Adjournment 

87-2-18 The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


